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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.
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Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).

PER CURI AM

Plaintiff-Appellant Hazel ene McRae filed clains for a period
of disability, disability insurance benefits, and suppl enental
security income. The Adm nistrative Law Judge ("ALJ") denied her
cl aims because he found that she retained the residual functional
capacity to performa limted range of |ight and sedentary worKk.
The district court affirned.

McRae stated on her benefits application and testified at the
ALJ hearing that she performed a wi de range of housework and cared
for her invalid famly nenbers on a daily basis, she failed to
I ntroduce any nedi cal evidence that she was totally disabled, and
a vocational expert testifiedthat many jobs existed in North Caro-
| ina that McRae could perform W therefore find that substanti al

evi dence supports the ALJ's finding. See Smith v. Schwei ker, 795

F.2d 343, 345 (4th GCr. 1986). The district court's opinion is,

therefore

AFF| RVED.



